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REPLY BRIEF 

This brief is in furtherance of the Appeal Brief filed in this case on September 29, 2003 and 
the Examiner's Answer mailed December 22, 2003. 

The fees required under § 1.17(c), and any required petition for extension of time for filing 
this brief and fees therefore, are dealt with in the accompanying TRANSMITTAL OF REPLY 
BRIEF, 
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ttFT ATFn APFEATA AN D TNTRWFRRBNragS 

The Examiner's Answer erroneously states that Appellants' brief does not contain a 
statement identifying the related appeals and interferences which will directly affect or be directly 
affected by the pending appeal. Appellants' respectfully direct the Board's attention to page 2 of 
Appellants 1 brief which clearly states that there are no related appeals or interferences. Thus, 
Appellants' brief does contain a statement as to related appeals and interferences. 

ttFSPONTSF: TO F XAMTNFtt'S ARttlTMFNTS 



I- Group I; Server Name Mask and Server Nnmr rn^ftt 

Appellants argued, in their brief filed September 29, 2003, that neither French nor 
Nishimoto teach or suggest generating a server name mask based on a server name or executing a 
function in a server name context on a server based on the generated server name mask. In 
response to this argument, the Examiner's Answer states: 

Examiner respectfully points out that Nishimoto discloses masking 
process based the retrieval acceptance from the host server name and generating a 
permission IP server host name and a refusal IP server host name (see figs. 7, 20A 
and 20B f abstract, col. 12 line 20 to col. 13 line 60 and col. 23 line 1 to coL 24 
line 60). 

The Examiner's statement is not clear as to what element in Nishimoto the Examiner 
believes is the same as the server name mask recited jn the claims. However, Appellants will 
address each of the sections of Nishimoto that the Examiner points to in this statement. First, 
looking to Figures 7, 20A and 20B, none of these Figures illustrate a server name mask generated 
based on a server name or executing a function in a server name context on a server based on the 
generated server name mask. As shown and described in column 12 7 lines 20-43, Figure 7 
merely shows connection notification destination information which is stored into a connecting 
situation database provided for the connection server. This connection notification destination 
information includes an identifier code 124 of the peer client 10 which registered and one or 
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more IP-server host names 146 of the BP servers serving as connection notification destinations. 
Column 12, lines 20-43, which describe Figure 1 % merely states that the connection notification 
destination information shown in Figure 7 is edited by the public personal information processing 
unit 54 of the peer client 10 in Figures 2A to 2C and is transmitted together with the connection 
information and the like when the connection to the connection server 12 is started and is 
registered into the connecting situation database 36. Nothing in Figure 7, or its accompanying 
description in column 12, teaches or even suggests generating a server name mask based on a 
server name or executing a function in a server name context on a server based on the generated 
server name mask. 

The remaining portion of column 12, line 20 to column 13, line 60, cited by the 
Examiner, also does not teach or suggest these features. Column 12, line 44 to column 13, line 
20 describes Figure 8 which depicts the public personal information 102 which is registered into 
the public personal information database provided for the connection server 12 in Figures 2 A to 
2C. Nowhere in the description of this public personal information is there any mention of 
generating a server name mask based on a server name or executing a function in a server name 
context on a server based on the generated server name mask. To the contrary, all that this 
section of Nishimoto teaches is that the public personal information includes inevitable public 
items 148 and option public items 150 and provides details about this information. Neither of 
these portions of information include a server name mask, let alone a server name mask that is 
generated based on a server name or executing a function in a server name context based on the 
server name mask. 

Column 13, lines 21 to 60 merely describes use permission information in the public 
personal information being constructed from inevitable public item permission information, 
option public item use permission information, an active publication, and an ID code. The 
inevitable public item use permission information and option public item use information may 
have a permission IP server host name and refusal IP server hose name registered. Nishimoto 
does state at column 13, lines 55-60 that M the connection server 12 actively transmits information 
indicating that an access permission and an access refusal have already been issued to a plurality 
of IP servers 14 having those IP server host names, thereby realizing more rapid and efficient 
information providing from the IP server 14 side." However, nowhere in column 13 is a server 
name mask ever even hinted at, let alone specifically taught or suggested. The term "mask" or 
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"masking" does not even appear in this cited section of Nishimoto. Therefore, it is not 
understood how the Examiner can still allege that this section of Nishimoto teaches a server 
name mask. 

With regard to Figures 20A, 20B and column 23 line 1 to column 24, line 60, the only 
places within these cited sections that "masking' 1 is referenced are the following statements: 



Thus, the connection infnrmfltinn of the nsp.r A is transmitted via th* 
masWing pmr^g based on the retrieval acceptance, reference to the connection 
destination information, and reference to the connection permission information 
in steps 103. 

(column 23, lines 62-66; emphasis added) 

In response to the retrieval request, the connection server 12 similarly 
executes an acceptance of the retrieval, a reference to the connection destination 
information, and a reference to the connection permission information, pxecMt&a tha 

masking prrrftQR rn thft rrmngr.tinn infnrmatirm and after that, transmits the resultant 

information in step SI 04. 

(column 24, lines 16-23; emphasis added) 

For a retrieval request of the connection information in which the ID code 
"xyz" was designated form the IP server 14-2 of the J company due to an accidental 
purpose or a mistake which ordinarily cannot occur, in the connection permission 
information 96 of the connection server 12, the real estate company J has been 
registered to "refusal IP server host name" with respect to all of the emergency 

channel 142, an that thft pflggwnrrk nf all thft rftamiftU m the original cnniwrirm 
information Q4-1 am mflsW~pmreRgp.H 
(column 24, lines 38-48; emphasis added) 

All that these sections of Nishimoto teach is what was argued in Appellants' brief, i.e. that 
the "masking" performed in Nishimoto involves the sending of connection information, i.e. the IP 
address of the client and the password, associated with a connection type with which the server may 
communicate with the client. The "masking" in Nishimoto is not associated with the generation of 
a server name mask based on a server name and is not used to execute a function in a server name 
context on a server. To the contrary, the "masking" in Nishimoto is used to send the IP address and 
password to the server for only the channels that the server can use to communicate with the client 
as defined by the connection permissions. The "mask" of Nishimoto has nothing to do with 
executing a function in a server name context and is not generated based on a server name. The 
sections of Nishimoto relied upon by the Examiner in the Examiner's Answer do not do anything to 
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show where such features arc taught in Nishimoto, Other than merely using the term "masking", 
the cited sections have nothing to do with the actual masking recited in the claims of Group L 

Thus, Appellants respectfully submit that, despite the Examiner's allegations to the contrary, 
Nishimoto does not teach or suggest a server name mask or executing a function in a server name 
context on a server based on the server name mask. Since the Examiner has admitted that French 
does not teach these features, and Appellants have shown that Nishimoto does not teach or suggest 
these features, any alleged combination of French and Nishimoto, even if such a combination were 
possible and one of ordinary skill in the art were somehow motivated to combine the references in 
the manner alleged by the Examiner, would still not result in the invention recited in the claims of 
Group L 



IL dfftnp Tr Nn SnggPsrinn tn fnmhinp Rpfprpnrpc 



In response to Appellants* arguments that French and Nishimoto ate directed to two 
completely different systems, there is no motivation to combine these references in the manner 
alleged by the Examiner, and that the alleged motivation is not based on the actual teachings of the 
references, the Examiner responds: 



In response to applicants argument that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed 
invention where there is some teaching, suggestion* or motivation to do so found 
either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed Cir. 1992). In this 
case, Nishimoto discloses generating a server name mask based on the server name 
and executing the function in a server name context on the server as directed by the 
input specifying the server name based on the server name mask (i.e., masking 
process based the retrieval acceptance from the host server name 218, see figs. 7, 
20A and 20B, abstract, col. 12 line 20 to col. 13 line 60 and col. 23 line 1 to col, 24 
line 60), It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to implement Nishimoto 's teachings into the computer 
system of French to control the transmission data because it would have provided a 
masking process to the personal access information and provided a more secure 
network environment (see col. 2 lines 40-64). 
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First, as stated above, the Examiner is mistaken with regard to Nishimoto's alleged teaching 
of a server name mask and executing a function in a server name context on a server based on a 
server name mask. As stated above, and in Appellants' brief, there is nothing in Nishimoto that 
teaches such features. To the contrary, the masking performed by Nishimoto is with regard to the 
IP address and password that a server may use to communicate with a client and is not based on a 
server name. 

Second, the Examiner's alleged rebuttal of Appellants' arguments is nothing more than a 
reiteration of the erroneous "motivation" provided in the Final Office Action with some boileiplate 
case law thrown in. The Examiner's statements do not rebut Appellants' arguments with regard to 
the references being directed to completely different systems that are not combinable. The 
Examiner's statements do not rebut Appellants' arguments that the alleged motivation of providing a 
"masking process to the personal access information" and providing "a more secure network" is not 
based on any teaching or suggestion in the references. 

As was clearly stated in Appellants' brief, French is directed to a method and system for 
allowing a single server to respond to multiple network names. Nishimoto is directed to a system 
for allowing servers to initiate information downloads to client devices based on registered 
information types of interest to the users of the client devices and their designated channel 
permissions. These systems have nothing in common other than being in a data processing 
network. One of ordinary skill in the art, being presented only with these references and not having 
a prior knowledge of Appellants' claimed invention, would not even consider combining the 
references, let alone combining them and modifying them in the specific manner that would be 
necessary to arrive at Appellants' claimed invention. There is absolutely nothing in either reference 
that would suggest to one of ordinary skill in the art to do so. 

The alleged "motivation" offered by the Examiner has nothing to do with why it would be 
obvious to combine such different systems and modify them to arrive at Appellants' claimed 
invention and is merely an attempt by the Examiner to generate a motivation when there simply is 
none. This is evident in that the section of Nishimoto the Examiner cites for support of the 
"motivation," i.e. column 2, lines 40-64, does not teach or suggest anything with regard to masking, 
i.e. the feature that Nishimoto allegedly teaches and is the basis for including Nishimoto in the 
alleged combination of references. 
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Furthermore, as stated in Appellants 1 brief, the very statements made by the Examiner 
illustrate that the motivation is not based on any real teaching or suggestion in the references. The 
masking in Nishimoto is not performed on personal information. To the contrary, the masking in 
Nishimoto is directed to connection information, namely the IP address and password used by the 
server to transmit information to the client over a particular priority communication channel, i.e. 
emergency, regular confirmation, or preservation. Moreover, the masking is not performed to 
increase the security of the system but rather is used as a way for the user of the client device to 
control which servers may send information to the client and at which priorities the information is 
to be displayed on the client. Thus, the alleged motivation has no basis in the actual teachings or 
suggestions of the references and the Examiner has not rebutted Appellants arguments but merely 
restated his position. 

Therefore, for the reasons stated above, and the reasons set forth in Appellants' brief, 
Appellants respectfully request that the rejection of the claims in Group I, i.e. claims 1-4, 7, 12-15, 
21 and 22, be overturned 

III. aroup Til O nftrflting fl Server Name Tag 

In response to Appellants argument that neither French nor Nishimoto teach or suggest 
generating a server name tag based on a value of a server name and a value derived from, a data 
structure that stores the server name, the Examiner states: 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. French discloses using data structures 
containing server name table that contains a set of server names (i.e., alpha, theta, 
omega) such as primary names and second primary names, see fig. 5, col. 9 line 53 
to col. 10 line 54 and col. 1 1 lines 3-67). 

Simply because French teaches a server name table docs not mean that French teaches or 
even suggests generating a server name tag based on a value of a server name and a value derived 
from a data structure that stores the server name. The claims specifically recite that two values are 
used: a first value that is a value of the server name, and a second value that is derived from a data 
structure that stores the server name. These two values, together, are used as a basis for generating 
a server name tag. Teaching a server name table in which server names are stored does not teach or 
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even suggest this feature. As with the other rejections made by the Examiner, the rejections are 
merely based on the Examiner having found some of the words of the claims in the references, 
regardless of the context in which those words are used, and generating a rejection simply because 
some of the same words are used in the references. The rejections are not based on the actual 
teachings and suggestions of the reference but rather, a prior knowledge of Appellants' claimed 
invention, the identification of references that happen to include some of the same words, and a sole 
purpose of attempting to reject the claims, despite the actual teachings of the references. 

Appellants will admit that French teaches server names and a server name table, as is clearly 
illustrated in Figure 5, elements 542-546. However, this in no way obviates the specific feature of 
generating a server name tag based on a value of a server name and a value derived from a data 
structure storing the server name. The Examiner's alleged rebuttal of Appellants' arguments merely 
amounts to a reiteration of the position espoused in the Final Office Action with no explanation as 
to why Appellants 1 arguments are allegedly incorrect. To the contrary, as discussed in Appellants' 
brief and above, the Examiner's own statements illustrate the lack of teaching or suggestion in the 
references with regard to the features of claims 5 and 16. Therefore, Appellants respectfully request 
that the Board overturn the rejection of claims 5 and 16. 

IV. ftrnnn TTT: VflliiP IWived from Data Structure fs Position VahtP nf S erver Name 

In response to Appellants' argument that neither reference teaches or suggests that the value 
derived from the data structure is a position value of the server name within a server name table that 
stores the set of server names, the Examiner states: 

Examiner respectfully point out that French discloses using data structures 
containing server name table (542, fig. 5) that contains a set of server names, such as 
primary names and second primary names (see fig. 5, col. 9 line 53 to col. 10 line 54 
and col. 11 lines 3-67). 

Again, the Examiner apparently thinks that simply because French teaches a server name 
table, then it must necessarily teach that a value derived from a data structure, which is a basis for 
generating a server name tag, is a position value of the server name within the server name table. 
The Examiner is wrong. 
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Just because a server name table is taught in French does not mean that French suddenly 
teaches generating a server name tag. Furthermore, a server name table being taught in French does 
not suddenly teach or suggest generating a server name tag based on a value of a server name and a 
value derived from a data structure that stores the server name. Moreover, a server name table 
being taught in French does not suddenly teach or suggest generating a server name tag based on a 
value of a server name and a position value of the server name within a server name table. The 
Examiner has not pointed to so much as one sentence in French that teaches or suggests such 
features. All the Examiner has shown is that French teaches a server name table. Appellants are 
not claiming a server name table. Appellants are claiming the specific features of generating a 
server name tag based on a value of a server name and a position value of the server name within a 
server name table. The$e features are not taught in the references and the Examiner has failed to . 
show where they are taught or even suggested in the references. Thus, the Examiner has failed to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness with regard to claims 6 and 17 and the Board should 
overturn these rejections. 



V. Cnnrlufilon 



In view of the above, and the arguments presented in Appellants' brief filed September 29, 
2003, Appellants respectfully submit that the claims of the present application define over the 
French and Nishimoto references. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully request that the Board of 
Patent Appeals and Interferences overturn the rejections set forth in the Final Office Action. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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